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This Response is in reply to the final Office Action dated July 16, 2002 in the 
above-identified application. 
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Request for Reconsideration 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of 
Claims 14-42, 44 and 45 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Independent Claim 14 is respectfully 
considered to be patentable over the references of record as discussed below. 

Claim 14 is rejected based on Tigliev in view of Motoda in further view of 
Schaefer et al. As stated at page 5 of the final Office Action, the Motoda reference was used as a 
teaching for tubular support members on the microscope stand taught by Tigliev. As further 
discussed at page 5 of the final Office Action, the teaching from Schaefer et al. of surrounding 
aluminum with fiber reinforced plastic is being utilized in the stand taught having tubular support 
members (Tigliev + Motoda). The conclusion reached in the final Office Action is stated at page 
5: 'The support members of Tigliev in view of Motoda would be tubular and therefore the 
aluminum surrounded by a fiber reinforced plastic would result in concentric tubes." Applicants 
respectfully disagree with this conclusion, and find that the combination would lead one skilled 
in the art to construct support members having an outer tubular shell of fiber-reinforced plastic 
surrounding an inner non-tubular aluminum extruded profile. After all, there is no mention in 
Motoda that tubular member 36 surrounds another tube in concentric arrangement. In fact, the 
references, taken alone or in combination,, do not teach or suggest concentric tubes at all. Thus, 
applicants are of the firm and respectful opinion that Claim 14, and Claims 15-45 depending 
therefrom, are patentable over the cited references. On this basis, favorable reconsideration of 
the present application is earnestly sought. 
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Conclusion 

Applicants look forward to receiving a Notice of Allowance or an early Advisory 
Action in the present application. If the Examiner has any questions, or considers an interview 
with Applicants' attorneys would help to expedite prosecution, the undersigned attorney may be 
contacted at the number provided below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



HODGSON RUSS LLP 




One M&T Plaza, Suite 2000 
Buffalo, New York 14203-2391 
(716) 856-4000 
DATE: August 13, 2002 

GLS/ 
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